The ways in which different languages encode motion events has been the topic of intense analysis and dissection in recent years, especially with regard to Talmy's (1991 Talmy's ( , 2000 verb/satellite-framed typology. This chapter shifts course by moving away from motion event typologies and the encoding of canonical motion events. Instead, it shows that English speakers can conceptualise space in terms of motion events, even when they set out to encode locative events: This represents a second order function of motion-event conceptualisation. Such instances of motion-framed location, as lexicalised by the spatiotemporal prepositions 'before', 'after' and 'following', show that speakers can consider locative relationships in ways which differ markedly to the static perceptions of space behind the use of prototypical locative prepositions. This suggests that the salience of motion in everyday spatial perception colours the way in which locative relationships are encoded in English.
Introduction
This chapter examines what will be termed here 'motion-framed location'. Instances of motion-framed location occur when a speaker uses a preposition such as before, after or following to encode a locative relationship. In cases like these, the respective locations of a figure and ground 1 entity are determined as a function of their distance from a (typically unlexicalised) observer. This distance is measured in terms of time, considered as a function of the motion necessary to reach the Figure and the Ground. The entity which is said to be before is closer to the observer, and will be reached earlier by the agent in motion. Motion is the concept which underpins the sequential sense (Tyler and Evans 2003) of such prepositions -at least as far as they encode the physical, locative relationships investigated in this chapter. By firstly exploring several interpretations of granularity, an analytical framework inspired by the salience of motion in scalar typologies of space is adopted. This leads to the observation that motion events may be encoded by speakers when lexicalising locative relationships in different types of space.
The use of 'before', 'after' and 'following' suggests a perception of space which is different to that which triggers the use of prototypical locative prepositions, such as 'in front of' and 'behind'. In certain cases both types of preposition -static and motionframed, may be available to encode the same locative relationship. When this occurs, speakers have the choice between anchoring the locative relationship in a static scene, or one in which the role of motion is stressed. Previous research sheds little light on how the concept of motion can be used to encode locative relationships. The analysis presented here works towards a closer consideration of the question. Such consideration is necessary if we are to fully understand how speakers conceptualise locative relationships when they prepare to talk about them (cf. "thinking for speaking", Slobin 1996) . 1 I use Talmy's (2000) distinction of figure and ground in this chapter. The Figure ( or figural entity, as I shall also refer to it) is "a moving… entity whose path, site or orientation is conceived as a variable" ( Talmy 2000a: 311) The Ground, or ground entity is "a reference entity, one that has a stationary setting relative to a reference frame with respect to which the Figure' s path, site or orientation is categorized" (ibid: 313).
What is granularity?
As a preliminary observation, many interpretations of granularity are predicated upon the notion of detail: this gives rise to terms like fine-grained or its polar opposite coarsegrained (Gullberg: forthcoming), both of which are commonly used as modifiers to define relative levels of focus or detail. Narasimhan and Cablitz (2002) , working in the spatial domain suggest that "one way of viewing granularity is in terms of how much detail about events is provided in typical descriptions of events" (p. 18). The key words to retain here are detail and events: granularity is a concept which relates to the investigation of different levels of precision (detail) in different relationships (events).
Even the basic task of defining granularity is coloured by the concept it targets: a definition may be fine-grained, coarse-grained or somewhere in between, depending on how detailed a definition is sought (cf. Schegloff 2000:719) . Any level of detail is, in fact, a function of the criteria (semantic or otherwise) used to measure granular level; these criteria will differ, depending on the particular event under consideration. For example, motion verbs may be analysed to determine to what extent (if any) the semantic feature of manner of motion is encoded in the lexical stem. The criterion used to determine granular level in such an instance might be a two-step process, outlined as follows: a) does the verb encode any details about the manner in which the motion event is executed? b) if so, just how specific is the manner of motion encoded? Level of precision or specificity is a relative concept, with what is precise being determined, in part at least, by what is less precise, or coarser-grained. For example, lexical verbs like walk and saunter both meet the first requirement of encoding manner of motion in the verb stem. There is divergence, however, when the second criteria is applied: while walk (when applied to a human agent) encodes a motion event in which one uses one's legs to move, saunter refines this idea by making parallel reference to the leisurely pace at which this motion event is executed. The inclusion of this second semantic detail entails that the lexical verb is more precise, and may be said to be of a finer grain, than walk.
Narasimhan and Cablitz (2002) consider several interpretations of granularity and apply two of these to their research. The first of these is a perception of granularity as "the specificity with which languages carve up a semantic domain at the lexical and constructional levels" (p. 1). Gullberg (forthcoming) follows this interpretation of granularity, pointing out that commonly-used placement verbs in Dutch and French differ in the degree to which they lexicalise the spatial properties of the figural object: while French speakers use the general placement verb mettre (put) to describe most causedmotion events (and therefore do not use the verb to refer to the particular spatial properties of the figural object), Dutch speakers are required to make a more-refined lexical selection by using a placement verb which encodes the figure's shape, orientation and disposition in relation to the ground object (ibid: 7 2 ). Could you give an example with a gloss? E.g., (according to my own intuitions) neerleggen ("to lay down") can only be used to describe the bringing into contact of a Figure The second approach taken by Narasimhan and Cablitz is to view granularity as referring to "scales of space " (2002:9) . Applying this concept to their study of locative predicates in Marquesan, Narasimhan and Cablitz follow the granular differentiation of spatial areas proposed by Egenhofer and Mark (1995) . Egenhofer and Marks' twin typological approach splices space into two sub-categories: "geographic" space, which is apprehended through physical displacement, and " (1993) consider motion to be a pivotal concept in the categorisation of space, the analysis which follows argues that motion lies behind how everyday locative relationships are perceived in space. Motion-framed location is another way of viewing and encoding locative relationships. It allows the speaker to set the scene differently to an expression which uses a static locative preposition 3 . Each of these two different approaches, one grounded in the static, the other in the dynamic, results in the encoding of locative relationships at different levels of lexical semantic granularity (specificity).
Motion-framed location
In this section, the concept of motion-framed location will be introduced by examining the locative semantics of the preposition 'before'. To examine how the preposition 'before' encodes a locative relationship within the framework of a motion event, an everyday space like a room might be taken as our initial spatial backdrop. If we were to provide a basic, general description of a typical lounge room to a listener, a host of static locative prepositions would come into play: from the book 'on' the is nevertheless awkward, and the meaning of 'before' is unclear. There is still the temptation to understand 'before' in its purely static sense, and this seems to constrain the felicity of the sequential interpretation. The very nature of the close arrangement of objects in restricted interior spaces like lounge rooms seems to favour the use of static prepositions such as 'next to', 'in front of', 'behind', etc. However, when the interior space increases in size and the figure and ground entities are no longer manipulable objects like tables or lounges, 'before' becomes more plausible. Imagine the speaker is now explaining to a guest where the bathroom is located:
4. Go down the hall; the bathroom's on the left, before the study There are several reasons which favour the use of sequential 'before' here. Firstly, the strictly static interpretation of 'before' as meaning 'in front of' no longer holds. The physical properties of studies are such that they don't possess inherent orientations: they have no intrinsic front or back 6 , nor do we commonly attribute such spatial properties to them through a relative frame of reference (cf. Levinson 2003) . As such, it is more difficult for the interpretation of 'before' as 'in front of' to result. Secondly, the concept of motion is more salient to negotiating one's way through a house, than it is to locating entities in a single room. 'Before', when used to lexicalise a locative sequence, hinges on the interrelated factors of motion and time for semantic validity. In example 4, the use of 
Before and after vs. in front of and behind
As outlined in Section 2, one interpretation of granularity works from the principle that spaces may be categorized according to scale. Motion, necessary for apprehending spaces 6 For example, an utterance like "*he sat up the front of the study" is implausible, as opposed to an utterance like "he sat up the front of the bus", in which the ground entity has an intrinsic front. 7 The interconnectivity of motion and time are revealed by Evans (2003), who proposes the "Complex Temporal Sequence" model as a way of understanding temporal sequentiality as a function of motion. His concern here, however, is with temporal events and not with locative relationships, although the latter seem to fit the mould he proposes.
of large size, plays a pivotal role in the elaboration of such scalar typologies. A major point to be retained from this interpretation of granularity is how motion alters perceptions of space. It is interesting to take this idea further, by looking at how perceptions of space can be shown to differ depending on whether a locative relationship is framed by a static scene or by a dynamic motion event. Consider the differences between 'before' and 'in front of':
5. *There's a post box just in front of the roundabout 6. There's a post box just before the roundabout . 'Before' differs from 'in front of' in two important respects here. The first of these is that the salient surface of the ground entity is the one which is proximate to the agent in motion, without necessarily being the ground entity's front (either intrinsic or relative). A motion/time interface applies, whereby location is calculated as a function of distance from the speaker: this calculation does not specify the particular surface of the ground entity in relation to which the figure is located. The second difference is that the figure and ground entities do not need to be in strict frontal alignment. An entity can be 'before' a reference object without being 'in front of' it. A further set of examples reveals a third major difference in the way the two prepositions set the spatial scene. Consider the following sentences:
7. There's a speed camera before the traffic lights 8. There's a speed camera in front of the traffic lights
Our perception of the distance between the figure and ground entities shifts when switching from before to in front of here. Before allows the interpretation that a larger distance holds between the locations of the two entities than in front of. This change in the reading of proximity is likely due to the temporal properties of before. These properties suggest that an event needs to take place to validate the period of time which is understood as elapsing between the locations of the two entities. The motion event encoded by 'before' validates this temporal shift from the first entity to the second.
Moreover, there is the possibility of inserting a verb phrase directly after the preposition:
9. There's a speed camera before (you get to) the traffic lights
Before licenses the verb phrase you get, and in doing so illuminates the fusion of temporality, motion and location in its spatial use. As in example 6, the location of the figural entity is not directly in front of the ground: its exact position is less precisely determined. A locative semantic granular analysis of before and in front of, using the two functions of 'context' and 'specific lexical semantic criteria' posited in section 1, may be undertaken as follows:
Context of analysis: a simple figure/ground locative relationship (i.e. examples 7 and 8).
Semantic criteria used to determine granular level: locative information concerning the figure and ground entities. This includes information such as the orientation of the figure and ground entities, their distance relative to each other, and their position on any spatial axis.
1)
In front of specifies that a particular surface of the ground entity, identified as its "front", is salient in the Figure/Ground relationship. Before makes no direct reference to any particular surface of the ground entity -the pertinent surface is the one which is most proximate to the agent in motion.
2) In front of suggests that there is an important proximity between the two entities and thus that the Figure foregrounded. An everyday outdoor space like a street provides a ready example:
10. There's a phone box just after that stop sign 11. ? There's a phone box just behind that stop sign
The temporal properties of the preposition after belie an understood progression of movement in the direction of the stop sign, and then in the direction of the phone box.
The awkwardness of behind in example 11 cannot be explained by the lack of concealment of the figural entity by the ground entity (after all, one can be standing behind a line and still be perfectly visible), nor is it because we are unable to apply a front/back distinction to a sign. One possible reason is that we assume a certain distance to lie between the Figure and Ground in examples 10 and 11. Like 'before', 'after' allows for a reading of distance, whereas 'behind' suggests that the Figure is more closely located with respect to the Ground. The choice of preposition thus necessitates an appreciation of the distance between objects in space. Individual spaces trigger different perceptions of distance between figure and ground entities. World knowledge tells us that it is improbable to find a phone box directly behind a sign, and so the use of 'behind' becomes less probable in sentence 11. As distance increases, the Figure is drawn further away from the Ground's sphere of influence. Location now comes to be considered in terms of the motion of an agent and the time required for this agent to reach the landmarks in question: the landmark which is calculated as being further in terms of this time/motion interface is attributed the role of Ground and is said to be 'after' the other, which assumes the semantic role of Figure. The implicit role of the agent in the semantic structure of 'after' means that location is determined relative to the agent's path of motion. The consequence of this, however, is that the Ground is no longer conceptualised as an oriented entity which possesses a 'back'. 'Behind', on the other hand, encodes a 'back', which is understood to be either intrinsic to the Ground or applied through a relative frame of reference. The encoding of location via a frame of motion in 'after' therefore comes at the cost of eliminating a basic front/back distinction.
According to Tyler and Evans (2003:174) , "the functional element associated with after in its spatial reading is that of following or pursuing, and hence involves intentionality and purpose rather than location per se". Such intentionality and purpose makes it a particularly ideal choice of preposition when giving directions. It also means that, given an appropriate context, it may be used to lexicalise a locative relationship in a space which is normally removed from associations of motion and path. The following sentence provides an example:
12. You'll find the laundry basket in his room, just after the messy pile of clothes on the floor.
Here, the verb find suggests intentionality and purpose, while also suggesting a successful end point to a path of motion. This then sets up the motion-framed locative event lexicalised by 'after' in the second half of the sentence. If the preposition is replaced by 'before' however, we meet the problems encountered in section 3:
13. ?You'll find the laundry basket in his room, just before the messy pile of clothes on the floor.
The sentence once again seems to suffer from the two possible interpretations of 'before' discussed earlier: the static interpretation which glosses as 'in front of', and the sequential interpretation used to encode motion-framed location. In contrast to this, 'after' does not 'behind' also suggest greater proximity of the two entities than do 'before' and 'after'.
Common to all of these observations is the recurrent presence of the Ground in the configuration of the locative relationship. The role of the Ground becomes less pronounced in relationships lexicalised by 'before' and 'after', and is further reduced when 'following' comes into play. The encoding of motion-framed location comes at a price: as the salience of motion increases, the Ground comes to be conceptualised in terms of this motion. Its own spatial properties decrease in importance as time and motion characterise the locative relationship. This has important consequences for how English speakers need to consider space when preparing to encode locative relationships.
Because speakers must consider the options their language makes available to them when they wish to speak, the ways in which they think when processing thought for speech is necessarily shaped by the language spoken: this is known as "thinking for speaking" (Slobin 1996:76) . English makes available lexical items which simultaneously encode both location and motion (cf. before, after and following), while also possessing others which foreground a static scene predicated on the spatial properties of the Ground (cf. in front of and behind). Following the "thinking for speaking" hypothesis, speakers must factor in the concepts of distance, time and motion when deciding whether to use a motion-framed locative preposition like 'before', or a static-framed one like 'in front of'.
The salience of distance, time and motion in utterance context should, theoretically, favour the emergence of motion-framed locative prepositions. Prepositions like 'before'
and 'after' should also emerge when there is difficulty in attributing a front/back orientation to a Ground entity. On the other hand, when the distance between objects is less, when motion is of little salience to the spatial context and when the front/back orientation of the Ground is judged to be important, the use of static-framed prepositions should be favoured. Naturally, such hypotheses are speculative and require justification from empirical research.
Conclusion
This chapter began by broadly considering the concept of granularity. By identifying a central use as a means of referring to varying levels of specificity, the investigation led to a canvassing of the concept within the framework of lexical semantics. Moving beyond this approach to the topic, previous research undertaken by Narasimhan and Cablitz (2002) revealed a particularly pertinent line of enquiry, through the presentation of granularity as the scalar division of space. The models proposed by Egenhofer and Mark (1995) and Montello (1993) 
